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I. oar Jerry, 


four letter of tho first came today, with the welcome 


Losurco. I hau wanted 


1/.1 id O 


— 'Cxi- Uil Ci± 0 CJn L. O X t, 

ou/t you '.jo j?o so 

1 i.X‘0 J.1/Q J- Ilclx lib- • 


30-Lj. 


had hoard of it only. I undorstimd ho v tilings •■•et i;ri.sluid 


long in returning :ay 10/23 carbon i no longer recall whore 1 intended to 
- ox* flu; other tilings. Unles you. want Etc to roan your revision of your 'limes 
..-ieco for your purposes, 1 wil.. not, partly because I just don't wont to fight for nothing, 
partly because x always have too much toB do and partly because with trio injury to ny thumb 
I got farthur behind. Instead I'll address what reference you make to it. 


four first graph refers to the Stove lioberts stuff and says nobody also made tho seme 
coin. eat. I’liis proves one point I think I made, tliat in criticising the prose your eriticisism 
must be in tno context of the relaities of the every-days workino of the press. I can under- 
stand that you could have forgotten my having said this earlier. I suggest that because I am 
certain I did try on more than one occasion to get this point accross and because I am 
also certain tliat 1 was specific ori Roberts, another question shoulu su rest itself to you: 
are you the captive of any hangups or preconceptions? none of us are immune. I think 1 have 
detected some in you. I will not discuss them, especially not now, but 'I do tldnk you should 
bo engaging in some self-analysis. 

four second paragraph, on the Wolff matter. What you say is your affair. What you 
believe should bo based upon fact and knowledge, not twisted interpretations. For example, 
a .. „.icu ,h I do not recall any editing in. it and am willing to believe tliat tho footnote is 
as I wrote it (Harris never gave mo a coy of his editing to keep although I asked for it), 
the rust just isn’t factual. M I did toll you this. The departure from fact includes your 
evaluation of "subjective", my dated letter to Wolff ends any reasonable possibility of tids 
interpretation, fids also - !;.-; the way newspapering works. It was inevitable and it did 
eventuate and Bradloe and Wolff both knew it. How else could Wolff have been tomb not to 
review tliat book alone? however, anti this gets into yout third paragraph, there was a arather 
large amount on the Washington Post in 'the original tint Harris edited out. I hau no objection 
to that editing, but it did change what the book said of the host, four par graph begins with 
a misrepresentation of what happened "on the matter of ny b.dng a liar." I referred, when 
you phoned, to the exact wording of your piece, which I then recalled. 1 thin asked you a 
question on whose decision it was to leave tho footnote in ana. you said Harris, it was. file 
question did come up. I not only did not insistent upon it but I tola him I had no objection 
to liio taking it out and did say 1 thought he would be bettor off if ho did. You knc.« those 
tilings befor e you wrote what you did. It is pot in any sense my "rather bad habit of 
misinterpreting silence as an admission of something or other." this is not a case of your 
silence but a case of wording tliat to your knowledge was contrary to the reality. I don t 
"blame" tho footnote "on Harris simply because he decided not to edit it out." I stand by 
tho accuracy of that footnote today. The question, in the context of your original wilting, 
was of the decision to leave it in or out and tliat was not nine but, as you freely ack- 
nowledge, for you knew, HarriS * . I think you are now too close to tliis to be able to take 
a detached view, but I think if you wait a while and reread tho original of what you wrote 
and com are that treatments ith everything else in your piece you may sec what you Ho not 
now see or conceive and may come to understand what is not in any way in your conscious- 
ness way. './hat you need here is understanding of yourself, not me. fior of ny reaction. But 
the fact is tliat you do not conceive what you do not want to believe and you will not conceive 
what yss is beyond your personal experience. 

That you had not received a reply from me is understandable. You should have ham it by 
the time you wrote tliis. There are several rea ons for tliis. One is tliat I an just going to 
have to curtail the amount of letter-writing I do. I took a lot of time on your piece, as I 
have done for others who mean less to ue. I have be-n keeping you informed of many tilings, 
and 1 have many others and as I have reduced* I have to economise on evarytliing, from time 
to stamps. So, when there is no urgency, x leave an envelope stay here until it is close tO 
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the weight a stamp will carry* ■‘■his also saves the small amount of tine it takes to get an 
envelope ana address it. These kinds oi economies arc beyond your experience, but thov are 
to tlio realities oi r.y present life, I have to save on everything, find, as you have 
cocl-, oo .mow, j. am particularly resentful oi any inference about ny finances. Your gift 
of iie carbon-paper followed closely on Cyril's crack that I was paniwndling him, /idoh is 
no;, wic case. it. tiler is the contrary the reality. I liavc provided hiu tilings without cost 
to Ida .aid at cost to me, beginning with tlio honoring of his request that „ got a copy of 
tne uilw-faiaily contract, •‘•his is for your information only. 1 don't want it talked about. 

I have asked him for tilings, like xeroxes from standard tents, he has offered t in. jn," like 
copj.Ou oi proceedings, but. to date txio total yield from liiiu is zero. a imve Ban need to 
jo over tliat file lately and 1 know what I am tulidLny about. I was also surprised, now, if 
‘^ ian u acknowledge receiving the folders, I did,- 1 do appreciate tiiem, and I regret that 
the postage cost more than the folders. x had just had to buy a box a day or so earlier. 

Un th0 ^ photos ; slip it. I have completed the draft of that writing and an' half- 
way through the KXfcfcmss editing. When I 'a again' in Hew York I'll see miller. This would 
not really have required much money. It would have taken time I realize you nay not bo able 
tv spa^o wi vh scaool in again. iy purpose; was to sec if there wore any pictures showing’ 
other than the clipping you sent and -others I have obtained show Uk's, for e::auplc-I have 
it from a distant paper). Views of the press, conference itself might have, been infor/.iative, 
if they shot any. But I am past that point in my writing and I just can't keep going back. 


wmii you have money, don t go and buy them. If you 


go to see. miller would 


lend ao the pictures, I suppose, and lot me pay for thoase I kc.p, but an 1 say, I'm now 
p...st tnau. I have addressed this is a different way and it is or will have to be adequate. 

-our i.o on me first page illustrates your blind refusal to think. You uoice up vour 
inind and that is. it. I told you precisely correctly, that it is factually inaccurate to 
say ao you die and pex*sist, the exclusive was given to Bred Braliam." You have jumped to a 
conclusion that io quite reasonable, but what is not reasonable is your -lersixstcnco in an 
ixiaocuracy a£ uor it is called to your attention. You ahold bo able to recognize the differ^ 
b ... twe,.n given and obtciineu 1 . But if you do not, ask yourself why you persist in one 
f ormulation and refuse tne other when it serves your point as well and eliminates what I 
have told you is inaccurate, I have also explained the- urgent need we have for avoiding 
minor error tnat can be avoided. This is an illustration of it. Wnenxyau personalize it 
and put it in the wrong context ("can get me in any kind of trouble") you ar. at once 
irresponsible and simultaneously , in another way, addressing a hangup I referred, to above. 


lour BB3 is inconsistent with ny own information but similar. j -t is factually erroneous, 
too, and more than once. I address one,, '"'except tiiat it was since Lat timer. " It ya.; before 
attimor saw anything and I know of it before he sa w anytliing. Shore are major differences 
between mo mid almost everyone else on this matter. There are also, sometimes unintended, 
breaches of my confidence. B 0 , I'm keeping tliir. to myself. x n part this is also because I 
am the only one of whom I know in any meaningful way addressing this. I think - hav obortod 
what you have- gotten wind of. I simply haven't informed others end i do not intend to until 
the book is out or iu is certain tiiat it never will be. This is not a persuasive way of 
aiming your source, but if it does not require tiiat you breach con fidencc, it could be 
important for ue to know, .md if yours is a second-hand source, all steps. 1 have non. much 
Eiore^ than you .now, .nd x think if iias been effective, tiiat is, result,:; can be attribited 
to those ef.’orts and to then only. The only tiling correct in your formulation i, 
i..xe -imen and the seeing oi the material, but tnat is in an erroneous context. It is close 
to a totally wrong representation. When you an. here again you'll understand. 

i knew tiiat on oi -nlcote's bodyguards, I think Roberts, surfaced as a fink. I'd 
^pprocmyc a dub ol the she.,, esp. on a cassette, "y 1 rge machine is broken and I can't 
afi'ord to got it fixed. 
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Your '.alt ht.Mwrf.tton s.J. says you expect and nejcr resent lionesty. i think y„u luvo 
resented wiiat I tiiink is honesty. You then say "What 1 ‘rooent in ti.it you torn! to jump 
to conclusions about people's uo wives uu yuc. yuneiits. • • I suy or.o wo ai~ hm.-. to 3 wi - -P bo 
conclusions, there is no doubt I resented souo of what you wrote very -ucu. Ii i. •■-oul . not 


‘iy ciu fi Lioiivo3 ciiiu. jud^vaou i,& 


v/OUiCx liOe £l2\_ 


$0 31 


put i t p: 

invoxvad. —t is, hov.-vor fomuxnted. But i uo not xisnsree ti.au I rumen 
i- ir itii;.' been cuff .my ns you no non rciui^u bccuu.se you. wo..v: mie ob.. i bis ^ j “~ 
of tin probably conplcx reasons and xnioucuceD boiri.ua uuit a tuink is ax ...r no 
oven, by tie. tiuu I iuv: rad all those pages and finished tin. lore; tldn,. 

I road and wrote in haste or not, "rush" would liarbly seen to be, or "ju 
fonaulution* It xsay Be eonfortzuy, but it is iixprycise. You etui, ox cou 
ret* h,ui an inssuinctivo opinion and then refused to change it or rceoncxc 
tiiiie I S: . rut the one uora cun . seens to bo unsuitabxo i • -* 3 ai-P . 


lid 


• i-iVU (/• 

i\: ■SdUMu.TQ 


i nro-:;o, .xictnor 

!•) a t_.ll (J\-> l- i - 5 . tiw 


In tne 


1 la low you bclinvn thin# ’what; I au suii .ostiiiij in tiuit you tiiiiilc uoou<# it onu oco ii 
you can conceive tint p.riiups it is not tills way, or pcwhiipo it is closer to tho other way. 
You seen, for oxnnpio, entirely unaware of your own about 


20 Oil tile orccx; • 


you i xn 
on no new 


dispute pn the dolM footnote. You tiro now saying op onito what you ostia, 
information, only the pride that Wolff wrote you. xou Imv. yet to reeoguxKO t.s t ... r sally 
told you nothing you did not know except iiradleo's nano ami that ovorytling on diich you 
can cheek is exactly what i told you one wist niy files allow, -no. so is no u; sin.;. no tola 3 ou 
that can be confirued if it in not in ay files, am- there is no basis for b 


other liaud, there 

W-.r 


thine ho aaia contrary to what is in :.y files. On 

evorytliing i said, specifically arid generally. ho purpose war served by 
cont" lAponciuous notes. find oacc the rust double— crosscu 1 io xn sws-. w 
oho ‘biiiLxiy vuu d.o xiiiovi io u.i ui ii Id in word ox cuiyono 2.11 iiivsjnvod 


3 up 

±HC 


lii l ; miy- 
i‘t i‘or 

. '.luo 


is suspect, that 

•JO V O ». : (peli . 3 3 U— - Oxj. 


GiiOr< 


4 'ivo beliind kisota. -nerrt 

.VO (.1 llCicdL f i. tS ilcliSLLi. i : j» 


all oi 

■o 

'.Liiore i; 

done in tliv 

•i 

r oiYico 

notive to r 

'd. 

;:ro pro 30*2 

«« oil J. OilLd • 

Xi. 

na to(iay 


13 1.10 

dl-.L 

oven ny copy o. 
2nd on thffir speoj-i. 


mo 


no (; i '.©o*Cion .3 


-y on 
u ait 
upa 1-.:C. 


did b/31/GG the 
c i. -0 •-iijicB“*oroGS 
hfi vir. leave it 
«T-.rted.- 


■ 0 ‘i 1 


.011 


-■ one. 


al inner. If I have no purpose inlying an..-, no 


IlciVv 

-tii 


ou a: -ken yo 

SXxii OOOsV lOil iltVOll't OV 1 .11 COi »■: . lo lUltU- j’ 3"C. >ll£.. 

t, in oven hi..; own fomulation of it.-yo, cast the- rir;ht note* 


self and doc.-.; your writing; roiicct uhotlior 

. •; nlef-donc Lomnation 


ill \Jinn t 


oave 

.'JUJ 


rut 


any Icgitirxitc points you raise unaiisw : 
BcjlieVv ;;u.: or not, it la you who arc 'is 
: to cViJLuato thoiri. i x xx. coii undo..; 

;h. case of "ydvo" end "obtain" ou,-;ht vj 
2Y are not t!u> saiac. Whc there it i:: \::i' 


on ii, 


I «■; %> ... 


:w.::o ('Oil' o 

xou ii/.ivo 

1 0 i ' 1 C l jro c • 
- ’ ^ t '^'O 
Oi ;;;--o}iou 3 ion 


x '.1.0 not want *.0 
want to waste tir» tlri 
the pr«iconcoptiomi .ai f 
i vfj.ii no u ■.'.x.i.jOiii.. j- 1 ^ 

00;i.j L:ri.U;_; of soi:a tllil 
or not, ana if it io not it is only because of a refusal to think, tiio difference xs 
considerable in ...lint is irrelevant to j r our- writing and there is no legitinatc. purpose in 
your wxdtinj that is not served by the cliunge. If I do not carry this furtha:-, one reason 
v/ .nt ; r o ; i to understand clearly is tluit an is more vbmn .riourii to au a bo xijit J.e o ^ .or 
side without ha/iny to fiyht at tiic sane tine those on ours who just don't know wins is 
the situation today and have displayed no interest in 1 .amirijj. jjad in cone cases can iinvo 


cert 


rtain i.iotivv.s attributed to then, wh.thor or not they recognise tiien. It is past tiao x'or 
you to have learned at least one tidngs that if tiioro is nuch all of ua do cot know, there 
arc few in a position to know less of this than you, for your work is first recent and 
then peripheral. I an not going further not because I won't take tiue but for oilier reasons 
bavina nothing to do with ^rou. But alxiut facts aa about people you should be bo(pju:iing 


furtiibr .is— 


it x tbiuik x try 
tldn the cirticial ce. - usity, tliat 1 n ver air ts'^u in puolio 


aslc yourcslof how auoh you know about -..liat lied under cvorytliing. xo avoi 
Uiidorstaxadiny, lot no add tliat often I ignore wiiat “ light resent, 
uO avoid .Iv-vluloss xx.yit. 

and actually yo th other way, and. tliat I an not now accusing you of duliourutwnosa in 
anytMng. On tils Last ppinf, you are very sensitive a 

Of t.'. 10:10 of Othei'S. 

Best, 


own x' 


XJ—LifjO UClu 


>UL; 


.O’OS 
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Hoar Jen 


xour l-.tter of the first cane today, -;ith tlio . .leone 


elosurec 


x hax 


Wiii’liXvi.i. tv ■ i£Tu 
3 i,ut Ldslidd 
to 


in count 


Jaruh arteilo it is is solid. I hud heard ox it only. I understand how tldin 
but you were so Ion.; in returning .xjy 10/23 carbon i no longer recall uhore 1 
A 7 i0 ’x’haakx x or tne other tilings. Unles you wait no to road your revision of your dimes 
xoce tor your purposes, x wil not, partly beeaus . I juat don't want to fight .for nothing. 


partly because i alwt 
1 got fartliur behind. Instead x'll adores 


have too much toss do and partly because 


wi 


4- h +■ 


jury 


to 


what reference you Liane to it. 


VI UiiUi iO 


four first graph refers to the bteve Roberts stuff and says nobody also made the sane 
comment. fills proves one point x think I nado, tiiat in criticising the pro,;.; your criticisism 
rauot be in tne context of the relaities of the overy-dnyo worlcuis of the press. 1 cun under- 
stand tiiat you could iiave forgotten ny having said tin.; -earlier, i 'au&jest that because 1 an 
certain i uid try on more than one occasion to get tins point accrosc and because I an 

00 - bim x wins spociiic on -Roberts, another question should su .post itself to you: 
ar. : you tin captive of any hangups or preconceptions? i.onu of us are immune. I tliink 1 have 
detected sono in you. .1 will not discuss then, os 
bo engaging in none solf-analysis. 


.tlJL.n^y £iO"t 11Q\< 


out; 


UQ thinlv V'Oli of iO uld 


iouj. s^coii-..! pr'.tX , cL^i*cX x )ii j on olio <« oil n liiciij’toi'’® l« you. Sciy 
believe 


^ your ai i. air# 3 ' . nils you 

believe^ snoulu be based upon fact ami knowledge, not twisted intorprutations. for example, 
a. thou ,h x do not recall any editing in it and an willing to belie ve tint tin footnote* is 


•HO CO 

.•rote it Ui arris never gave uc a co y of Ilia editing to keep although i askoa. for it), 

-so just -:.yi't factual, -uid X did tell you tins, xhe departure fro... fact includes your 
subjective" . . y date. , Xotier to Wolf . ends any i*c a ; • on dol c possibility of tins 
in oCrpretatxon. fails also a.-; tuo way newopapering works. it was inevitable af 
eventuate aim nradloe and Wolff both knew it. how else could ><olfi In. 

tnu; book alone? how ver, and till:, gets into yout third paragraph 

u.ioui.u on me .. a. ixL.ig ton cost in tlx- original tint .-arms edited out. x in , no objection 
; aid. ting, but it did change win 


evaluation oi. 


rovx; 




DO-.AI 


)G... 


to 

ar&thor 


to 


Vuio uooiC i$i tici oi t;ie 


gins with 
y b.ing a liar." I referred, uiion 
then recalled. I thin asked you a 
m an... yon sale, .mrris. xt was . xhe 


a nx; a '..px mi; oio.i Ox win . np unco, "on the matter ex' 
you iaonc'u, to tin- exact wording of your piece, which I 
question on mose decision it was to leave the footnote 

question cid cone up. x not ouiy die. not insistent upon it but 1 to!., liim x hxd no obj; ctioix 
co - .-- • tal a... , xt out ,jio. dxu say x tuonpit no eouxv. be b-.-ttur off ix* no .if'.,. iou kno those 
tilings jggf^ro you wre-to what you did. It is liot in my sense ray "rather bud. habit of 
Lisin box'pn. ting silence as an admission oi sons tiling or other." ibis in not a case of your 
silence but a case oi wording tiiat to your kno lodge was contrary to tho reality. I don't 
bl-nao" Cue footnote "on norms simply because ho decidod not to edit it out." I. stand by 
the accuracy of tiiut footnote today. Vhe question, in the context of your orxginJ. waiting, 
was of tlie decision to leave it in or out and tliat was not xane but, as you frocly ack- 
uowlcdgo, for you knew, liarriS'. I think you are now too close to tills to be gbl./to take 
a detacheu view, but x think if you wait a while and reread tho original of what you wrote 
and con tire that treatcionta .ith .vorytiiing else in your piece you my sec what you do not 
now see or conceive and nay come to understand what is not in any v/ay in your consciouo- 
uecs j/ay. ..’.uit you need here is understanding of yourself, not no. fox' of _y reaction, but 
the fact in that you do not conceive .wlia ; you do not want to b- li.,v • md you will not conceive 
'./nut jean is beyond your ptnrsoaal .xocrienco. 


■oceived a reply from no in understandable, lou aliould have hau 


xt by 
ag to 


die xx.xO you wro to tnas. xnox*e arts several roa ons for tills. One is tliat X 
luivo to curtail the amount of 1 tfor-writing I do. I took a lot of tim on your siecc, ,;s I 
nave done lor others who mean loss to ne. X have be n keeping you informed ex' xahy tilings, 
arvx x nave many others and as I have reduced. I have- to economise on cverytiiing, from Uno 
to stamps, no, when there is no urgency, I leave an envelope stay here until it is close tO 



2 


"fc an 
aro 


the uei^t a stamp './ill carry. *Ms also saves the'ssaall nMount of fine it take..; to 
envelope ana address it. "heae kinds os' economics fire beyond your o:.peri .-nee, but t] 
to ae tiie realities of my present life. I have to save on uverytliing. iui, , as you have 
con . ^ to know, 1 an particularly resentful of any infer, nco about tty fimmeoa. Your ^ift 
of the carbon-paper followed closely on Cyril's crack teat 1 was panhandling him, which i 
not the case. R.,thar is tlio contrary the reality. I have provide*, riir. tilings uitiiout cost 
vO iii:-- unu at cost to me, begiruiin.; with tno Iiinoring of his ro<p«»st that a got a co:>y of 
ine v.:.i.-fai,ily contract. •‘■Jii.s is for your information only, 
i have ask'd. Ilia for thing:;, like xeroxes from steal ard tex 
co oioo of ?rocccdirv;s. nut to date ti.o total yield from him is z0 ro. 

■° ‘-iim-.j - — —e- lately end a Know what 1 am talking aoout. i was also syrprisev 

■y acknoulouge receiving tli« folders, I did, I do appreciate them, : 

tiie poowigo cost inore than vac folders. iiad just Jmd to buy a box a d; 


don' t went it telico* t 
-at>. -*e ha. offered t in, 
- have ha,, nee 


anu 

or 


L. 

, like 

l to 
• ; 0U, if 
.,t that 


so earlier, 


un ciio v,i 
way xt 

not re. all 


olio toss sidy it. I have completed the draft of tie 
editing. When i'a again in ..ew fork I'll 


vir 

see 


: ! 




nil.' 


really nave ru-quirea rr.uch money, it would hav.. taken time I realize you ivy/ not bo able 
spare with senool in age on. -.y purpose wua to sec ii there wore any pictures showing 
otner than the ciipj jing you sent and o tilers X have obtained show (aP's, for oxanple-l liavc 
it from a distant paper). Views o. the press conference itself night hav*.- bevn iul'ornativo, 

ii they shot any. hut 1 au past that point in uy writing and i just can't keep -going ’* 

Jo, when you have Money, don't go and buy them, if you go at al 


laud 
o. .at 


pictures, i suppose, aau.lo 

- L. » v . eiUk>rG*./-' tad i. i i i, ’■ J.L 


.. sixy ior tnoyse 
liifevvnt way tai It 




SO tc 
but 


3eo. uoula 


oi 


& 

■t- 


■*•0107 i 

X c-u.lv L t- 

iib ,' Q Li 


Oil 


con cl u. don if i 

accuracy a#i 
b- tve-n 'b^iven ,-uiv 
foundation and rcfuac 
hav- : told you 


.rot : jli iso ii. .n?:tratec3 your blind refusal to trank* You liljxo up your 
uolu you proexaoly correctly, tnat it is tactually inaccurate to 

•* * ii-i jj'-' i- io a 


lOU 


a v m persist, . . io exclusive was given to r-remr ... m 

X — -- ~ - on. fLo , oum m a. . an no . rea.sono.Dio o ; o liersasieiioo in ©ii 
iuaceuracy a&.or it is called to your attention. You shold be able to reco;piizo the difference 
icm obtained", but ii you do not, ask yourself wliy you persist in one 

when it serves your point as well and eliminates wimu I 
ed tlio urgent need wo have for avefe-in. 


3 inaccurate. I have also explai 

laitior error t.iat can bo avoided. I'iiis ia ail illustration of it. bheratyCu personalize it 
a-iu h -fc ii*- th*. .i-'Quj cOiitext v"caii get ;ne iu^ony Iriria of trouble" > you ar... at once 
irresponsible and siiaultrareously, in' ano the r way, addrossin;; 


ngup r 


sfoi-rod 


*° -mmi,.onsis con c did ny own nn. ormtion our similar, —c :L factually erroneous, 
hviu Oiicc. X au cross one, "‘except t-iar; ii was since hatriiver. " 


rour r. 
too, hJ V : iiol 

at ox:.K>r saw anythin ; cjid r jniod of it before K; 
oe tween xe ai.d almost everyoi: 

oreaciios of uy coni..ueu.ce« r'a keeping tin., to nyself. — n pare 
an rue only oue* oi when i luiow in any .'.voaniug-ful way ader'issin. - u . 
ivivit you navi: gotten wind of. I simply haven't informed others 
tiie book is out or it is certain that i 


was oci ore 

saw aiiytliing. fhcro aro Major differences 
olsc on tills Matter, fhero arc also, sotiu tines unintended, 

.iso because I 
X: - hav. o sorted 
intend to until 


-i£i ciiiu. — cio no 

never will bo. fhis is not a persuasive way of 
aiming your , -source, but if it does not require that you breach con fidenco, it could be 

.a source , all stops© ... m 

, j. uiii-iii. 1 1 ittis seen oi’fective, that is, result.-, can bo 
to tne-sc ei. orto and to tivsn only. She only thing correct ia your formulation ±o xiaix 

" r ‘ r '° seeing oi tac material, tait t ut is in an erroneous context, it is close 


important for toe to know, -aid if yours is a second— hum.: 
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Your lost handwritten P.d. says you expect and never resent honesty. I think you liave 
resented wliat I think is lionesty. You then say "What X resent is tiiit you tend to jump 
to conclusions about people's motives an. judgements..." I suppose wo all tend to jump to^ 
conclusions, i’heru is no doubt I resented some of what you wrote very much, if i would not 
put it precisely as "motives and judgements", I would not argue tliat go ouch tiling is 
involved. A t is, however formulated, hut I do not disagree that I rushed, to a judgement. 

■Xiiis lias been building as you do not realize because you wore and probably still are unaware 
of the- probably complex reasons and mfouences behind wliat I tnink is clear to me. in an j 
even, by the tine 1 had road all those pages and finished the long thing I wrote, 

X read and wrote in haste or not, "rush" would hardly seem to be, or "jump" 
formulation. It 


a 

tilOx* 
an accurate 
argue that I 


ay be comforting, but it is imprecise, iou can, oi course 
readied an instinctive opinion and then refused to change it or reconsider it, out with 
time X spent the one word that seems to bo unsuitable is "jump". 


1 know you believe this. What I an suggesting is that you t h i nk about it and see if 
you can conceive that perhaps it is not this way, or perhaps it is closer to tne other way. 
You seem, for example, entirely unaware of your own about face on the precise point in 
dispute pn the VolfiS footnote. You are now saying- opposite what you said, and on no new 
information, only the pride tliat Wolff wrote you. You have yet to recognize that he really 
told you notliigg you did not know except Bradlee's name and that everything on which you 
can check is exactly what I told you and wist my files show. Snore is no tiling; he told you 
tliat can be confirmed if it is not in my files, anu there is no basis for believing any- 
thing he said contrary to what is in ray. files. On the other hand, there is support for 
everytliing I said, specifically and generally, ho purpose wan served by making false 
contemporaneous notes, rind once the Post double— crossed me in what they did 5/3l/06 jdio 
one tiring you do know is tliat the word of anyone in anyway involved in tliat double— cross 
is suspect, that there is motive behind kisstagonont by any one of them, 'i’ho files leave it 
beyond question tliat wc did have a deal, its nature, who 1 dealt with when, how it started, 
all of tliat. fhere is even ay copy of the questions I prepared for them, to ask Wxlicns, 
done in their office and on their special paper. If i have no purpose' inlying and no 
motive to misrepresent, have you asked yourself and does your writing reflect whether 
Wolff Sid? And today still does? You haven't even come to understand tne slei— demdoonation 
in what he di admit, in even his own formulation of it.^o, cast the right mote. 

I do not want to leave any legitimate points you raise unanswered, nut i also don't 
want to waste time this way. Believe me or not, it is you who are inflexible. You have 
the preconceptions and refuse to evaluate them. X think 1 can understand this to u degree. 

I will not discuss it. hut the case of "give" and "obtain" ought oo bo enough for the 
beginning of tone thinking, i'liey are not the same. Whether it is within your comprehension 
or not, and 'if it is not it is only because of a refusal ta think, the difference is 
considerable in shat is irrelevant to your writing and there is no legitimate purpose in 
your writing tliat is not served by tile change. If I do not carry this further, one reason 
I want you to understand clearly is tliat it is more than enough to have to fight the o -her 
side without having to fight at the same time those on ours who just don t know what is 
the situation today and have displayed no interest in learning, mid in some cases can have 
certain motives attributed to them, wh. ther or not they recognise then. It is pact tine for 
you to have learned at least one thing: tliat if there is much till of us do sot know, there 
are few in a position to know less of this than you, for your work is first recent anti 
then peripheral. I am not going further not because I won't take time but for other reasons 
having no tiling to do with you. But about facts as about people you choulu be beginning to 
ask youreslaf liow much you know about -..hat liod under everything, to avoid further > As- 
understanding, lot mo add tliat often I ignore wiiat might resent, tliat 1 think 1 try 
to avoid needless fights within the cirticial community, tliat I never air them in public 
and actually go the other way, and tliat I am not now accusing you of deliberateness in 
anything. On this .Lust ppinx, you are very sensitive about your own feelings but oblivious 
of those of others. 

Best, 



2/1/72 


Dear Harold, 


Enclosed is the revised version of my article. You will note 
that I did adopt most of your suggestions, including the one on the 
Steve Roberts stuff. If you ever said anything about that before I 
wrote the article as you say you did, I do not recall it. No one 
else commented as you did either, but I respect your judgment, so 
I have followed the suggestion. 

On the Wolff matter, I have decided to leave it on the basis 
that the Times printed it without sending you a copy, denying you. 
of "the traditional right of response, and that they did not publish 
your subsequent letter dealing with it either. I honestly feel that 
the way in whichyyou phrased the footnote represented your subjective 
appraisal of the situation rather than what Wolff told you. He told 
you that he had been ordered to review no books on the subject. He 
did not tell you that he had been ordered not to review Whitewash only. 
Though the ultimate end result was that only Whitewash would not be 
reviewed, your footnote still did not accurately represent what Wolff 
told you. Quite apart from that, the battle of the footnote is not 
really Eelevent to the article. Ail that is relevent is that the Times 
used the Wolff letter to discredit you. 

On the matter of my being a liar, you really have a rather bad 
habit of misinterpreting silence as an admission of something or -other. 

I didn't answer you when you as^ted me why I didn't blame the footnote 
on Harris because I didn't want to get into an argument. Harold, you 
wrote the footnote. You can't blame it on Harris simply because he 
decided not to edit it out. If you had insisted it come out and he 
had ref use d ; it would be another matter, but I refuse to blame Harris 
ior the footnote simply because he opted not to delete it. I think 
I am much more entitled to be insulted at your charge than you were 
to be at a gift that had no hidden meaning behind It . .iSMXXHXXXX except 
the one you read into it that wasn't there. 

I'm really sorry that we've been at odds with each other of late. 

I hope that we can put our disagreements aside and resume our former 
relationship. Howard told me that you had answered my letter in response 
to yours about the carbon paper. If you have, I haven't received it or 
anything else from you since I mailed it. I also sent you about 6 pounds 
oi Manila KSSXI&pSKX file folders which XHKX I have no way of knowing 
if you received. 


You asked me to have Ed do something for you before he left for 
Canada, but I lost the note. What was it, and I'll see if I can do it 
for you. On the UEI photos, I can't go over the Lattimer photos now 
because I don't have the money to lay out for all of them right now. 
Maybe in a month or two when I get my tax refund. Right now I just 
can ' t . 


I'm sorry about the Wolff matter, 
it the way I see it. 


but I feel that I have to call 


Best , 


P.S. On Graham re: Lattimer. I originally said "the exclusive was 

given to Fred Graham. . . " You cautioned me that this 
was inaccurate and advised that I change it to "obtained." I have 
left it that way, because whatever was behind the exclusive, Graham 
did obtain it. I don't think the use of the word can get me in any 
as it 


kind of trouble 
his lap. 


ioes not imply that the story was dumped in 

{ 



P.P.S. Some added intellegence : The Hew York Times has SXXS made a 
formal otter to Burke Marshall to rind a forensic pathologist to 
examine the photos and x-rays. He has not yet said yes. This comes 
trom an absolutely unimpeachable source. The only thing I don't 
know is when the Times made the offer, except that it was since 
Lattimer . 

Also, there was an NET special on the assassination of Malcolm 
X last week that MMHS had a revelation of which the producers were 
not aware. The undercover cop who surfaced as a member of the 
Panther 21 in the trial, and who was previously a bodyguard for 
Malcolm X gave Malcolm mouth to mouth rescusitation when he- was 
shot (shades of Oswald). There is no" such thing a cop who doesn't 

alow when and when not to give rescusitation, e.g. never when there 
is a possibility of a ruptured lung. I made a tape if you want it. 
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